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Approved
Minutes of the Executive Committee of the Academic Senate
February 6, 2012
St. Mary’s Hall Room 113B
Present: Paul Benson, Corinne Daprano, Jesse Grewal, Jonathan Hess, Emily Hicks, Antonio Mari, Leno
Pedrotti, Carolyn Phelps, Joseph Saliba, Andrea Seielstad, Rebecca Wells
Absent: George Doyle
Guest: Jim Farrelly, Debra Monk, Bill Fischer
Opening Meditation: Emily Hicks opened the meeting with a meditation
Minutes: The minutes of the January 30, 2012 ECAS meeting were approved
Announcements: The next meeting of ECAS is February 13, 2012 from 1:30-3:00 p.m. in SM 113B.
J. Hess confirmed that the following faculty are willing to serve on the UNRC: Charlie Russo (3 year term,
2012 - 2015); Katy Marre (2 year term, 2012-2014); Emily Hicks (3 year term, 2012-2015); Student
member (1 year term, 2012-2013); and, possibly Monish Chatterjee (1 year term, 2012-2013).
New business
Judicial Review Committee (JRC) proposal. Debra Monk, Assistant Dean of Students briefly reviewed the
JRC proposal and rationale. After this review ECAS discussed various aspects of the proposal.
L. Pedrotti asked if there would be enough student candidates to fill the JRC student position because of
the 2 years of experience membership criteria. D. Monk reported that she generally has about 17
eligible students to select from to fill this position.
A. Seielstad suggested that since the JRC is an appellate level board it may make sense to have at least
one member serving on the JRC who has an outside, different perspective rather than requiring 2 years
of experience on the University Hearing Board. D. Monk replied that the proposal calls for a review of
the revised policy in 3 years and that perhaps the membership criteria could be amended again if the
current proposal was deemed ineffective.
E. Hicks asked about the possibility of having a separate process for selecting the faculty member of the
JRC which would not involve ECAS in the process. D. Monk indicated that it there is a value to having
someone other than the person running the process selecting the JRC members so as to avoid conflict of
interest concerns. E. Hicks questioned how faculty members are recruited for the University Hearing
Board. D. Monk indicated that there is no open call for faculty volunteers; these individuals are
approached about serving on the Hearing Board by D. Monk or other members of Student Development.
J. Hess asked for an example of an issue that spurred the proposed changes to the JRC membership. D.
Monk indicated that the standard of review used for cases dealing with the Student Conduct System is
the preponderance of evidence not clear and convincing evidence; this standard could be
misunderstood by members of the JRC if they don’t have previous experience on the Hearing Board.
There have been instances where the JRC has sent cases back to the Hearing Board for a new hearing

based on a lack of convincing evidence. This can open the door for legal complaints from outside
attorneys.
R. Wells asked how changes to the membership of the JRC as stipulated in the JRC proposal address past
issues and concerns. D. Monk answered that the proposed change would mimic best practices in
Student Conduct and allow the Office of Community Standards and Civility to staff the JRC with more
experienced board members. Bill Fischer, VP of Student Development clarified that this proposed
change would allow them to staff the JRC with members who have more experience applying the
preponderance standard and thus would reduce the number of challenges to the JRC’s decisions.
J. Farrelly indicated that the current proposal before ECAS does not allow the VP of the Senate to serve
on the JRC even if qualified. He favors keeping this position on the JRC linked to the VP of the Senate and
allowing them to recues themselves based on a lack of experience. A. Seielstad added that it seems the
real issue for both the faculty and student positions on the JRC is the membership criteria. B. Fischer
indicated that the current proposal attempts to retain the ASenate’s authority regarding the JRC but to
ensure that the faculty member selected by the ASenate to serve would have some level of experience.
J. Grewal wondered why the membership criteria mandated 2 years instead of 1 year of experience. D.
Monk indicated that typically during a board member’s first year on the Hearing Board they would hear
low end cases and with 2 or more years of experience they are assigned to high end cases (i.e. sexual
assault).
J. Hess attempted to summarize the two concerns addressed by the JRC proposal: 1) the need to
protect/preserve the ASenate’s authority; and, 2) the need to allow the university to follow best
practices regarding the student conduct system. D. Monk then suggested that it might make sense to
allow the JRC faculty member to be a senator but not necessarily the VP of the Senate. A. Seielstad
suggested that the JRC faculty member might even be someone outside of the Senate and that this
consideration of the membership criteria needed further discussion by ECAS. R. Wells suggested ECAS
discuss other possible membership criteria instead of focusing on the 2 years of experience stated in the
JRC proposal. B. Fischer agreed that it may make sense to simply mandate that “some” level of prior
experience with the Hearing Board would be an acceptable criteria. It may not be necessary to mandate
even 1 year of experience; perhaps “demonstrated” experience with the Hearing Board may be enough.
J. Hess attempted to summarize the possible options for faculty membership on the JRC. These options
included: 1) allowing anyone from the Senate to serve; 2) electing a faculty member with some
experience; 3) ECAS appoints a faculty member who has Hearing Board experience; or, 4) keep the
current membership criteria. A. Seielstad clarified that the appointment/election of a faculty member to
the JRC is one issue and the criteria for membership on the JRC is another issue. P. Benson added that
the membership criteria need to be well defined.
ECAS agreed that further discussion of the JRC proposal was needed.
The meeting was adjourned at 2:55 PM.
Respectfully submitted by Corinne Daprano

Standing committee work assignments. Below is an updated list of assigned standing committee tasks:
Task
N/C
Prev
To
Work due
Due
Student honor code
N
SAPC
Review for issues
??
*Consultation issue
C
ECAS
ECAS
Work to resolve issues
??
GLC docs (3)
N
APC
Review
??
PDP proposal
C
APC
APC
Review Appendix A
later
*Voting representation
N
Ad hoc
Report and proposal
Feb. 29
Faculty workload
N
FAC
Report and proposal
Mar. 2
Tasks not yet assigned
N/C
Prev
To
Work due
Due
Committee membership
C
UNRC
UNRC
Complete the list
??
Tasks ongoing
N/C
Prev
To
Work due
Oversight of CAP dev
N
APC
Hear monthly reports
Tasks completed by cmte
N/C
Prev
To
Work due
Due
CAPC voting rights
N
APC
Offer recommendation
Aug. 30
Academic misconduct
C
ECAS
S/APC
Develop form
Sept. 27
Intellectual property rights C
FAC
FAC
Proposal
Nov. 8
Titles/emeritus
C
FAC
FAC
Proposal
Nov. 8
Launch voting rights cmte
N
ECAS
Proposal
Feb. 29
PA proposal
N
APC
Review
Nov.
*Faculty evaluation (SET)
C
FAC
ECAS
Purpose of eval (revision)
Academic misconduct
C
APC
S/APC
Develop instructions
*UNRC policy doc
C
UNRC
ECAS
Review final document

Potential agenda for the 2/24 Senate meeting
1. Reports
a. Consultation conversation -- Jon will include update in the ECAS report (this was delayed
from January since the Provost couldn’t attend that meeting)
2. Documents ready for discussion and voting
a.
SET
b.
Academic honor code
3. Possibilities
a.
PDP
b.
Grad school proposals (GLC)

